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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is in response to the applicant's amendment filed August 22, 
2006. Claims 17, 23 and 27 have been amended. Claims 1-4, 6-14, 16-19, 21-27 are 
pending in this case. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed August 22, 2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicant argues, with respect to the independent claims 1 , 16, 17, 
23, 24, and 27, that nothing in the cited prior art discloses creating a reference 
designator based the association of two separate sender identifications, where only 
those transaction that fall into the "reference designator" category are analysed.. 
Attention is directed to Stewart at paragraph 21 : 

"[0021] An automated search routine within the authorization system 60 also checks 
customer data against restricted lists published by the United States Treasury 
Department Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) to maintain OFAC compliance. 
This search includes enhanced name/foreign translation mapping to provide matching 
capabilities with low false-positive responses." 

It is obvious that in checking against a list, kept by the United States Treasury 
Department, you are lining up certain transaction with certain "names" or other 
information on the list. Just as one transaction may be lined up with a name on the said 
restricted list, so may two or more. Further, it is only the transactions which have 
somehow "clicked" with the list that get analyzed. Or rather, every transaction is 
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analysed to the point of deciding whether is "clicks" with the list. The those that do are 
further analysed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-4, 6-14, 16-19, 21-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stewart et al (US 2003/0135457). 

5. Regarding claim 1 - 

Stewart discloses: a method for evaluating electronic value transfers (e.g. par 0016), the 
method comprising: receiving a plurality of money transfer requests, wherein the money 
transfer requests include a first sender identification associated with a first money 
transfer request and at least a second sender identification associated with a second 
money transfer request (e.g. par 52); electronically storing records of the money transfer 
requests (e.g. par 42); performing an analysis of the records, wherein the analysis 
indicates the first sender identification and the second sender identification are related 
(e.g. par 37); creating a reference designator, wherein the reference designator is 
associated with the first sender identification and the second sender identification (e.g. 
par 21 ); and searching the records of the money transfer requests according to a 
specified criteria to determine if any of the money transfer requests associated with the 
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reference designator are suspicious money transfer requests (e.g. par 21 ); flagging any 
suspicious money transfer requests (e.g. par 21). 

6. Stewart does not specifically refer to money requests or money transfers as 
"suspect" or "suspicious"; however, it does refer to "fraudulent" or "fraud". Merely 
changing terminology does not confer patentability when said different terms are 
functionally the same. Additionally, Stewart does not specifically refer to criteria used in 
the instant application when determining that a transaction is suspect. However, 
Stewart does refer to "An automated search routine within the authorization system 60 
also checks customer data against restricted lists published by the United States 
Treasury Department Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) to maintain OFAC 
compliance. This search includes enhanced name/foreign translation mapping to 
provide matching capabilities with low false-positive responses." (par 0021). The 
criteria used in the instant application could easily be substituted for the ones named in 
Stewart. Thus, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt Stewart 
and thus obtain the instant application. 

7. Regarding claims 2-4 - 

As above, Stewart does not specifically refer to money requests or money transfers as 
"suspect" or "suspicious", however, it does refer to "fraudulent" or "fraud". Merely 
changing terminology does not confer patentability when said different terms are 
functionally the same. Additionally, Stewart does not specifically refer to criteria used in 
the instant application when determining that a transaction is suspect. However, 
Stewart does refer to "An automated search routine within the authorization system 60 
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also checks customer data against restricted lists published by the United States 
Treasury Department Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) to maintain OFAC 
compliance. This search includes enhanced name/foreign translation mapping to 
provide matching capabilities with low false-positive responses." (par 0021). The 
criteria used in the instant application could easily be substituted for the ones named in 
Stewart. Thus, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt Stewart 
and thus obtain the instant application. 

8. Regarding claims 6-14 - 

As above, Stewart does not specifically refer to money requests or money transfers as 
"suspect" or "suspicious", however, it does refer to "fraudulent" or "fraud". Merely 
changing terminology does not confer patentability when said different terms are 
functionally the same. Additionally, Stewart does not specifically refer to criteria used in 
the instant application when determining that a transaction is suspect. However, 
Stewart does refer to "An automated search routine within the authorization system 60 
also checks customer data against restricted lists published by the United States 
Treasury Department Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) to maintain OFAC 
compliance. This search includes enhanced name/foreign translation mapping to 
provide matching capabilities with low false-positive responses." (par 0021). The 
criteria used in the instant application could easily be substituted for the ones named in 
Stewart. Thus, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt Stewart 
and thus obtain the instant application. 

9. Regarding claim 16 - 
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Stewart discloses a method for evaluating electronic value transfers (e.g. par 16), the 
method comprising: accessing a money transfer record, wherein the money transfer 
record includes a sender identification and a receiver identification (e.g. par 52); 

assigning a master location identifier to the money transfer record, wherein the 
master location identifier is determined by one or both of the sender identification and 
the receiver identification (e.g. par 21); comparing the money transfer record to a 
reference designator using a specified criteria, wherein one or more fields of the 
reference designator or the money transfer record indicate a relationship between the 
reference designator and the money transfer record (e.g. par 21 ); and associating the 
money transfer record with the reference designator (e.g. par 21 ). 
10. As above, Stewart does not specifically refer to money requests or money 
transfers as "suspect" or "suspicious", however, it does refer to "fraudulent" or "fraud". 
Merely changing terminology does not confer patentability when said different terms are 
functionally the same. Additionally, Stewart does not specifically refer to criteria used in 
the instant application when determining that a transaction is suspect. However, 
Stewart does refer to "An automated search routine within the authorization system 60 
also checks customer data against restricted lists published by the United States 
Treasury Department Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) to maintain OFAC 
compliance. This search includes enhanced name/foreign translation mapping to 
provide matching capabilities with low false-positive responses." (par 0021). The 
criteria used in the instant application could easily be substituted for the ones named in 
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Stewart. Thus, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt Stewart 
and thus obtain the instant application. 

1 1 . Regarding claim 1 7 - 

Stewart discloses a method for iteratively compiling suspicious money transfer activities 
from money transfer records (e.g. par 16), the method comprising: accessing a first 
money transfer record (e.g. par 52); providing a first reference designator, wherein the 
first reference designator is associated with one or more of a sender identification and a 
receiver identification from a second money transfer record (e.g. par 21 ); comparing the 
first money transfer record to the first reference designator using a specified criteria, 
wherein the comparison indicates the first money transfer record is not related to the 
first reference designator (e.g. par 21); and creating a second reference designator, 
wherein the second reference designator is associated with one or more of a sender 
identification and a receiver identification from the first money transfer record (e.g. par 
21). 

12. As above, Stewart does not specifically refer to money requests or money 
transfers as "suspect" or "suspicious", however, it does refer to "fraudulent" or "fraud". 
Merely changing terminology does not confer patentability when said different terms are 
functionally the same. Additionally, Stewart does not specifically refer to criteria used in 
the instant application when determining that a transaction is suspect. However, 
Stewart does refer to "An automated search routine within the authorization system 60 
also checks customer data against restricted lists published by the United States 
Treasury Department Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) to maintain OFAC 
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compliance. This search includes enhanced name/foreign translation mapping to 
provide matching capabilities with low false-positive responses." (par 0021). The 
criteria used in the instant application could easily be substituted for the ones named in 
Stewart. Thus, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt Stewart 
and thus obtain the instant application. 

13. Regarding claims 18-19- 

As above, Stewart does not specifically refer to money requests or money transfers as 
"suspect" or "suspicious", however, it does refer to "fraudulent" or "fraud". Merely 
changing terminology does not confer patentability when said different terms are 
functionally the same. Additionally, Stewart does not specifically refer to criteria used in 
the instant application when determining that a transaction is suspect. However, 
Stewart does refer to "An automated search routine within the authorization system 60 
also checks customer data against restricted lists published by the United States 
Treasury Department Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) to maintain OFAC 
compliance. This search includes enhanced name/foreign translation mapping to 
provide matching capabilities with low false-positive responses." (par 0021). The 
criteria used in the instant application could easily be substituted for the ones named in 
Stewart. Thus, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt Stewart 
and thus obtain the instant application. 

14. Regarding claims 21-22 - 

As above, Stewart does not specifically refer to money requests or money transfers as 
"suspect" or "suspicious", however, it does refer to "fraudulent" or "fraud". Merely 
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changing terminology does not confer patentability when said different terms are 
functionally the same. Additionally, Stewart does not specifically refer to criteria used in 
the instant application when determining that a transaction is suspect. However, 
Stewart does refer to "An automated search routine within the authorization system 60 
also checks customer data against restricted lists published by the United States 
Treasury Department Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) to maintain OFAC 
compliance. This search includes enhanced name/foreign translation mapping to 
provide matching capabilities with low false-positive responses." (par 0021). The 
criteria used in the instant application could easily be substituted for the ones named in 
Stewart. Thus, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt Stewart 
and thus obtain the instant application. 

1 5. Regarding clam 23 - 

Stewart discloses a method for evaluating electronic value transfers (e.g. par 16), the 
method comprising: receiving money transfer requests, wherein the money transfer 
requests include a user identification associated each of the money transfer requests 
(e.g. par 52); electronically storing records of the money transfer requests(e.g. par 41); 
providing the records of the money transfer requests to a fraud processing computer 
(e.g. par 21). 

16. As above, Stewart does not specifically refer to money requests or money 
transfers as "suspect" or "suspicious", however, it does refer to "fraudulent" or "fraud". 
Merely changing terminology does not confer patentability when said different terms are 
functionally the same. Additionally, Stewart does not specifically refer to criteria used in 
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the instant application when determining that a transaction is suspect. However, 
Stewart does refer to "An automated search routine within the authorization system 60 
also checks customer data against restricted lists published by the United States 
Treasury Department Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) to maintain OFAC 
compliance. This search includes enhanced name/foreign translation mapping to 
provide matching capabilities with low false-positive responses." (par 0021). The 
criteria used in the instant application could easily be substituted for the ones named in 
Stewart. Thus, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt Stewart 
and thus obtain the instant application. 

1 7. Regarding claim 24 - 

Stewart discloses a system for evaluating value transfers (e.g. par 16), the system 
comprising: a fraud processing computer (e.g. par 21); and a computer readable 
medium associated with the fraud processing computer, wherein the computer readable 
medium comprises computer instructions executable by the fraud processing computer 
to: access a first money transfer record (e.g. par 52); provide a first reference 
designator, wherein the first reference designator is associated with one or more of a 
sender identification and a receiver identification from a second money transfer record 
(e.g. par 21 ); compare the first money transfer record to the first reference designator 
using a specified criteria (e.g. par 21 ). 

1 8. As above, Stewart does not specifically refer to money requests or money 
transfers as "suspect" or "suspicious", however, it does refer to "fraudulent" or "fraud". 
Merely changing terminology does not confer patentability when said different terms are 
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functionally the same. Additionally, Stewart does not specifically refer to criteria used in 
the instant application when determining that a transaction is suspect. However, 
Stewart does refer to "An automated search routine within the authorization system 60 
also checks customer data against restricted lists published by the United States 
Treasury Department Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) to maintain OFAC 
compliance. This search includes enhanced name/foreign translation mapping to 
provide matching capabilities with low false-positive responses." (par 0021). The 
criteria used in the instant application could easily be substituted for the ones named in 
Stewart. Thus, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt Stewart 
and thus obtain the instant application. 
1 9. Regarding claims 25-26 - 

As above, Stewart does not specifically refer to money requests or money transfers as 
"suspect" or "suspicious", however, it does refer to "fraudulent" or "fraud". Merely 
changing terminology does not confer patentability when said different terms are 
functionally the same. Additionally, Stewart does not specifically refer to criteria used in 
the instant application when determining that a transaction is suspect. However, 
Stewart does refer to "An automated search routine within the authorization system 60 
also checks customer data against restricted lists published by the United States 
Treasury Department Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) to maintain OFAC 
compliance. This search includes enhanced name/foreign translation mapping to 
provide matching capabilities with low false-positive responses." (par 0021). The 
criteria used in the instant application could easily be substituted for the ones named in 
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Stewart. Thus, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt Stewart 
and thus obtain the instant application. 

20. Regarding claim 27 - 

Stewart discloses a system for transferring value (e.g. par 16), the system comprising: a 
money transfer system (e.g. par 16); and a fraud processing server communicably 
coupled to the money transfer system wherein money transfer records associated with 
the money transfer system are accessible by the fraud processing server to identify any 
suspect suspicious money transfer requests (e.g. par 21 ). 

21 . As above, Stewart does not specifically refer to money requests or money 
transfers as "suspect" or "suspicious", however, it does refer to "fraudulent" or "fraud". 
Merely changing terminology does not confer patentability when said different terms are 
functionally the same. Additionally, Stewart does not specifically refer to criteria used in 
the instant application when determining that a transaction is suspect. However, 
Stewart does refer to "An automated search routine within the authorization system 60 
also checks customer data against restricted lists published by the United States 
Treasury Department Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) to maintain OFAC 
compliance. This search includes enhanced name/foreign translation mapping to 
provide matching capabilities with low false-positive responses." (par 0021). The 
criteria used in the instant application could easily be substituted for the ones named in 
Stewart. Thus, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt Stewart 
and thus obtain the instant application. 
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22. Examiner's note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in 
the references as applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings in the art and are 
applied to the specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
may be applied as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant, in preparing the 
responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part 
of the claimed invention as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art 
or disclosed by the examiner. 

Conclusion 

23. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

24. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

25. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cristina Owen Sherr whose telephone number is 571- 
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272- 671 1. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00 Monday through 
Friday. 

26. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew J. Fischer can be reached on 571-272-6779. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 

27. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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